Psychology departments can be evaluated on a number of dimensions: scientific contributions (research productivity and impact), teaching excellence, applied contributions, and contributions to the community. In the present article we are concerned with providing objective measures of the relative scientific contributions of 180 graduate psychology departments in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States.
top few in this listing were, in order, Stanford University, the University of Michigan, the University of California, Berkeley, Harvard University, the University of Illinois, the University of Pennsylvania, the University of Minnesota, the University of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Once again, we note that the same names keep cropping up, at least at the top of the list.
The use of ratings in evaluations does have some value but also may present certain problems. One drawback to these analyses is that they simply survey subjective opinions. Raters may be more familiar with some programs than others, and this may result in one source of bias. Another may arise from halo effects, where the evaluation of a particular department may be influenced by the prestige of the school. For example, we discovered in the course of the present study that the psychology department at one school (California Institute of Technology) that was ranked in the top 48 by Roose and Andersen (1970) actually employed only one full-time psychologist in 1977 (Breger, Note 1) . Several other psychologists are employed in other departments but apparently are not even cross-appointed with the psychology department. Presumably, the psychology department there received its high rating because the school is excellent in other areas and possibly because the raters assumed that wellknown psychologists located there were associated with the psychology department. Insufficient knowledge of numerous programs and various other sources of bias may limit the usefulness of ratings as 'a reflection of scholarly impact.
One recent study (Cox & Catt, 1977) attempted to avoid the problem of rating procedures by using the more objective method of assessing the productivity of United States psychology departments. This was accomplished by counting the number of journal articles appearing in 13 journals of the American Psychological Association that could be attributed to psychology departments. The top five schools based on total publications over a 6-year period (1970) (1971) (1972) (1973) (1974) (1975) were the University of Wisconsin, the University of Illinois, Yale University, the University of Michigan, and Ohio State University. Cox and Catt (1977) found that their productivity index based on total publications correlated only .35 (n = 85, p < .001) with the Roose and Andersen (1970) rank orderings based on ratings. In addition, Cox and Catt's total-publications measure correlated .38 with another rank ordering they produced taking faculty size into account. This mean-publicationper-faculty measure correlated, in turn, .21 (p < .005) with the Roose and Andersen (1970) listing. Thus, while these three rank orderings had some degree of commonality, they were to a rather great extent independent. This lack of commonality may in part be due to the several limitations of the Cox and Catt (1977) study. A first problem deals with the representativeness of the journals that were sampled. As Cox and Catt point out, there are many other important psychological journals than those published by the APA. More importantly, simply measuring the sheer number of publications attributable to particular departments says nothing about their quality or impact. Some publications obviously have much more impact than others, and many books and book chapters that have great impact were obviously not included. In addition, Cox and Catt (1977) made no attempt to rank psychology departments outside of those in the United States.
The present study was primarily devoted to measuring the impact of psychology departments based on the number of citations accruing to the individuals in those departments in the 1975 Social Science Citation Index (SSCI). The SSCI was also used to gain an estimate of the productivity of psychology departments. Previous studies have measured the impact and productivity of Canadian psychology departments (Buss, 1976; Endler, 1977) and those of the United Kingdom (Rushton & Endler, 1977) . In the present study we evaluated a large number of U.S. departments, and we present data on the top 100 departments in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States in terms of both their impact and productivity as derived from the 1975 SSCI.
The Science Citation Index (SCI) and the more recently established Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) serve as a valuable data base for the relatively objective assessment of the productivity and scholarly impact of psychology departments and psychologists. The SCI indexes articles from "hard science" journals and selectively indexes articles from social science journals. At least 90 psychology journals are fully indexed (see Rushton & Roediger, 1978 , for a partial listing). The SSCI completely indexes articles from over 1,400 journals representing virtually every discipline in the social sciences and selectively covers another 1,200 journals representing the natural and physical sciences. At least 180 psychology journals are indexed. Therefore, the SSCI is more compre-hensive than the SCI for psychology. Both citation indexes are organized such that one can look up a particular person for a particular year and count the number of times that the person was cited in that year in articles in the journals covered by the index. Thus, citations that appear in books, book chapters, etc., are not counted. However, citations in journal articles of books, chapters, and convention papers do appear in the citation indexes. Thus it is possible to measure the impact of a person's (or department's) scholarly activity by counting the number of times that the person's work is cited.
Data on the reliability and validity of citation counts as a measure of impact for psychology have been provided by Myers (1970) . In regard to validity, for example, the total number of citations an individual earns has been found to predict such different measures of scientific eminence as Distinguished Scientific Contribution Awards and presidency of the American Psychological Association, as well as peer ratings of eminence. For other fields, too, citations are highly predictive. Thus Cole and Cole (1971) noted that the average number of citations in the 1961 SCI for Nobel prizewinners in physics between 19S5 and 1965 was 58 and that only \% of cited scientists received 58 or more citations in 1961. Wade (1975) reported that of the 50 most cited 'authors in the 1973 SCI, 12 had won Nobel prizes. Garfield (1977a Garfield ( , 1977b Garfield ( , 1977c listed the 250 most cited individuals in all disciplines for the period [1961] [1962] [1963] [1964] [1965] [1966] [1967] [1968] [1969] [1970] [1971] [1972] [1973] [1974] [1975] . These individuals had a yearly SCI citation average over this period of 266, compared to the yearly average of all authors cited in the SCI of 7. Seventeen percent of them (42) had received the Nobel prize. Forty-four percent (110) had been elected to the U.S. National Academy of Science and 22% (55) belonged to the Royal Society of London. In all, over 60% (151) had been members of at least one national academy. Thus, high citations for individuals are validated against clear recognition of scientific eminence.
Citations have recently been used in a variety of studies in psychology. Myers (1970) listed the 62 most frequently cited individuals in psychology. Garfield (1976) used citations to identify some 100 research fronts or areas and the linkages between them and then to display the results in "cluster maps." White and White (1977) , Rushton (1977) , and Rushton and Roediger (1978) have reported the impact of the various psychology journals on the field.
There are a number of difficulties with the use of citations as a measure of scholarly impact (see Buss, 1976; Cole & Cole, 1971; Endler, 1977 Endler, , 1978 . One is that work is cited for a variety of reasons; it may be cited because it was poorly done or cannot be replicated, as well as being cited in a positive sense. When measuring the impact of entire departments or highly cited individuals, it is unlikely that this kind of "negative citation" has much influence.
Another difficulty is that the SSCI and the SCI only include citations of the first author of an article and thus may underestimate the impact of the other authors. Cole and Cole (1971) reported a study of 120 physicists that contained the full range of citation data for the whole sample, including citations in which the author was first, second, or third. They reported a correlation of ".96 between a straight citation count and total citations (including citations to collaborative work on which the physicist was not firstnamed author)" (p. 28). For the 120 physicists, the rank-order correlation between straight citation counts and total citations was .85. Assuming that these results can be generalized to psychologists, it appears that citing only first authors does not seriously bias the results.
A third objection to citation counts in the SSCI is that self-citations are included. However, Endler (1977) found a correlation of .994 between total citations and citations excluding self-citations for the 35 psychology departments in Canada. Thus we decided to use total citations, including self-citations, in the present study.
Using the SSCI does bias the results against physiological psychologists somewhat, so the impact and productivity of departments that are strong in biological psychology may be underestimated in our study. The SSCI does selectively abstract such journals as the Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology, Brain There are other difficulties in using citations as a measure of impact that we discuss later (see also Buss, 1976; Endler, 1977 Endler, , 1978 . However, except for the bias against biological psychology, we think that none of the others discussed so far is serious for the evaluation of entire departments or individuals with large numbers of citations. Of course, these other difficulties (inclusion of selfcitations, citations accruing only to the first author on a report, and citations for poor work) may be much more important for other purposes. For example, if citation counts were to be used for the evaluation of the impact of individuals (e.g., for promotion), consideration of these other difficulties would be critical.
The SSCI, besides providing information on citations of individuals, also lists all articles published in a given year by individuals. These include all articles on which an individual was an author, whether listed first, second, third, etc. Thus, the Source Index of the SSCI can be used to gain a measure of the productivity of psychology departments, although certain sources such as books, book chapters, etc., are excluded.
In the present study we attempted to measure the impact and productivity of some 180 graduate psychology departments in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States by using the 1975 SSCI. Faculty lists were obtained from official university catalogs in all but a few cases. The number of citations and publications for some 5,600 psychologists were counted, and the totals, means, and medians for the departments were calculated. Presented here are the data on the top 100 schools and the top 100 individuals.
Method
The latest university catalogs available (usually 1976-1977 and 1977-1978) were used to list the faculty of each of some 180 departments of psychology within the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom. The universities in the United States included in this initial sampling were the 76 listed in the Roose and Andersen (1970) study, all those that made the "most productive" tables in the Cox and Catt (1977) study, and a few others that occurred to the authors as possible contenders (e.g., Rockefeller University). The British universities were the 45 studied by Rush ton and Endler (1977) , and the Canadian ones were the 35 studied by Endler (1977) .
From the catalogs we listed the psychology faculty. We excluded professors emeriti, visiting faculty, independent research workers, research assistants and associates, and lecturers. Crossappointments, however, if listed with full-time full, associate, and assistant professors, were included.
From these catalogs we derived a list of 5,597 individual psychologists.
Universities differ considerably both in how upto-date they keep their catalogs and in whom they list as their full-time faculty. Thus the movement of a faculty member from one university to another may not be recorded in either catalog for quite a period of time. It might even result in the person being listed as a full-time member of two universities simultaneously. Another problem with university catalogs is that while some universities list cross-appointments and members of branch campuses as full-time faculty, others do not. Our convention was to list all those defined by the University as full-time members of the faculty. This "objective" method of defining the sample size and its membership is undoubtedly a source of some error. For example, it has led to the exclusion of Donald Broadbent at Oxford University because the university does not define him as a full-time faculty member there. (He holds a research position.) Although problematic in many ways, this seemed to us a better procedure than relying on the "subjective" listings of chairpersons or others. It should be kept in mind, however, that the faculty list was for only 1 year and that changes may subsequently have occurred. Our estimates of faculty size do not agree very well in some cases with those listed in the American Psychological Association's (1974 ) Graduate Study in Psychology, 1975 . This may be due in part to the fact that we have included cross-appointments. Thus it should be kept in mind when considering our results that we have defined faculty size in this particular way.
For some universities we were unable to obtain catalogs listing psychology faculty members, usually because the catalog did not contain such a list. In these cases we were forced to rely either on a departmental brochure listing the faculty or a list provided by the department. For several universities we were unable to obtain either a catalog or a usable faculty list after repeated requests.
The number of publications produced by each of the psychologists in the year 1975 was ascertained, as was the total number of citations that others made of these psychologists' past work. The data source for both publications and citations was the 1975 SSCI. The 1975 SSCI Source Index lists all the journal articles published by a particular person during 1975 whether that person was a senior or a junior author. It excludes books, chapters in books, articles reprinted in books, magazine articles, pamphlets, newsletters, unpublished reports, encyclopedia articles, and papers presented at symposia and conventions. Since the Source Index lists all authors, multiauthored publications are listed more than once. For example, if three faculty members in one department coauthor one paper, this would count as three publications for that department. To the extent that multiauthored papers occur more frequently in some departments, the productivity of these departments will be overestimated.
Citations were also counted from the 1975 SSCI, which lists only the senior author. Thef 197S SSCI lists any citation of the work of an individual that appears among the references of the journal articles just described above In the SSCI Source Index. Such citations are of books, chapters in books, convention papers, and personal communications, as well as journal articles. Such citations only include the first-named author of multiauthored publications and exclude the other authors. The 197S SSCI includes the references to all the articles published both prior to and during 197S. Therefore, the citation index reflects both scholarly maturity and current activity. The citation index includes self-citations, and these were counted.
The number of citations and published journal articles for 197S were obtained for the 5,597 psychologists in our original sampling. These data were used to compute total, mean, and median citations and publications for each department. In this way, the top 100 psychology departments from the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada could be rank ordered in terms of impact and productivity.
In any undertaking such as this, errors are bound to occur. The listings in the SSCI are subject to several sources of error in counting (Buss, 1976, p. 149) . One common problem is the misspelling of an author's name when cjted in a publication, or the omission of an initial. We attempted to check obvious sources of error such as this as much as possible. For example, B. J. Winer had citations listed under B. Winer, B. J. Weiner, B. Weiner, and other combinations. Other problems were caused by common surnames (Smith, Jones, etc.) when individuals could not be easily distinguished on the basis of initials and even by uncommon names when they belonged to more than one psychologist (e.g., M. Zuckerman, A. Rapoport). Another difficulty is presented by people with hyphenated names or people who change their surnames. These factors and others, such as the sheer tedium associated with counting up citations and publications for over 5,500 psychologists, have inevitably introduced some error into the results. For a large number of schools, the citation and publication figures were checked by a second person, with discrepancies being resolved by a third check by one of the authors. Thus, while we do not pretend that the results reported here are not subject to some measurement error, we feel that the amount of error is small relative to the size of the undertaking and does not seriously affect the rankings of departments.
Results
The 5,597 psychologists at the 180 institutions that were evaluated received a total of 76,189 citations in the 1975 Social Science Citation Index and produced a total of 4,977 journal articles. The mean number of citations was 13.6, and the mean number of publications was .9. Because of the markedly skewed nature of the distributions, these means are not entirely representative of the central tendency, especially in the case of citations. Perhaps a more representative measure of the central tendency is the mean of the medians for the 180 schools, which was 4.4 for citations and .2 for publications. The mode for both citations and publications was clearly zero.
Presented in Table 1 is a rank ordering of the top 100 schools in our sample based on the total number of 1975 SSCI citations accruing to all faculty members in the departments of psychology. Also reported in Table 1 for each department is the faculty size as determined from catalogs, the mean number of citations, the rank of the school based on the mean, the median number of citations, the rank based on the median, the rank of the school in the Roose and Andersen (1970) ratings when available, and the number of faculty members who received more than 25 and more than 100 citations. The number of persons receiving more than 25 citations includes those receiving more than 100. The top 10 departments as ranked by the total number of citations in 1975 are Stanford University, the University of Michigan, Harvard University, the University of Illinois, Yale University, the University of Pennsylvania, Purdue University, the University of Chicago, the University of Toronto, and the University of California, Los Angeles.
The total number of citations provides a global measure of the impact of a department, but it is one heavily influenced by the number of faculty in the department and by only one (or several) highly cited individuals. The measure of mean citations corrects for the number of faculty but still reflects the influence of a few highly cited members. The top 10 in terms of mean citations are Stanford University, Harvard University, the New School for Social Research, the University of Pennsylvania, Columbia University, Yale University, Northwestern University, the University of California, San Diego, and the University of California, Berkeley. Perhaps the best indicator of the average department's impact, not biased directly by faculty size or the effect of a few individuals, is the median number of citations a department receives. The top 10 in terms of median citations are Stanford University, Oxford University, the University of Chicago, Yale University, the University of Pennsylvania, Harvard University, the University of California, San Diego, the University of California, Santa Cruz, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and the University of Oregon.
Presented in Table 2 are the top 100 psychologists in terms of 1975 citations in the SSCI. We have included people from the 180 schools that were evaluated as well as others that occurred to us, such as Freud and Piaget. Also included in Table 2 are professors emeriti, even though their citations were not counted at their respective institutions in ranking departments (e.g., Cattell, Guilford, Hebb, etc.). It is possibly the case that other psychologists at departments not included in our study belong in the top 100. It should also be borne in mind that the numbers in Table 2 are based on only a single year and that both the individuals included and the rank ordering might change considerably if citations of another year were examined. However, Endler (in press) has shown in a study of the most frequently cited Canadian psychologists that citations of individuals are fairly stable in consecutive years. Despite these limitations, the data in Table 2 provide some estimate of the individuals with the greatest impact on contemporary psychology. Table 3 presents a rank ordering of the top 100 schools, from our sample of 180, based on the total number of 1975 SSCI-listed publications that each department faculty member produced. Also reported in Table 3 for each department are the faculty size, the mean number of publications, and the rank of the school based on the mean. The number of publications listed here consists, once again, of those listed in the 1975 SSCI. There is not, therefore, a one-to-one relationship with a faculty member's curriculum vitae, as books and chapters in books are not included in the SSCI. A compensatory "error" in the SSCI, however, is that multiple authorships from the same department count as more than one article for that department, since the same article is counted for each faculty member contributing to it. Table 4 presents the Pearson product-moment correlations between all measures across the 180 different departments: faculty size, total citations, mean citations, median citations, total publications, and mean publications. In addition, Table  4 also presents the correlations, where possible, with the data from the Roose and Andersen (1970) study of chairpersons' ratings of the quality of the graduate schools and with the measures of total and mean publications in the recent study by Cox and Catt (1977) . As can be seen from Table 4 , almost all the correlations are highly significant and positively related to one another.
In order to put productivity and impact for individuals into perspective, we offer the data in Table 5 for consideration. These cumulative percentage frequencies are based on the 4,070 faculty members at the top 100 departments of psychology based on total citations (i.e., Table 1 ). From Table 5 it can readily be seen that 52% of the faculty did not produce a paper in 1975 (as indexed by the 1975 SSCI). At the other extreme, one individual, H. J. Eysenck, published a total of 22 papers by our criterion. Although many of these papers constituted either book reviews or short comments on other people's papers, it is, by any standards, a remarkable degree of productivity. The picture is the same for citations. The great majority of academic psychologists have very few citations. Seventy-five percent of psychologists have 15 or fewer. A very small proportion of individuals have a disproportionately large impact on the field.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to obtain information concerning the impact and productivity of most of the major departments of psychology in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States for the year 1975. We have provided several different objective measures of both impact and productivity to provide additional and more objective information than that provided by subjective rankings. We found that the top schools in terms of faculty cited were also the top schools in terms of faculty publishing, there being a correlation of .78 between these two measures.
To a large extent this was quite independent of faculty size, for when the correlation was computed on means, the result was .56. The conclusion that can be made from Table 4 is that those departments that are high on one measure tend to be high on the others. Indeed, we found that the number of citations that a department had accumulated correlated over .6 with ratings of "quality" that chairpersons had assigned some 6 years earlier. This was true regardless of whether we looked at citations in terms of the total, the mean, or the median. When we consider the amount of possible error variance and the years intervening between the two studies, this is quite impressive evidence for consistency and suggests the operation of a sort of 'g' factor for university departments of psychology. However, the number of publications a department produced had a much lower loading on the reputation of quality that a department had acquired for itself, a finding in accord with data reported by Cox
TABLE 4
Interconelations Among All Measures of " 'Quality" and Catt (1977) . This suggests that number of publications may not be as good a measure of quality as are citations.
It is interesting to speculate as to why the number of citations correlates so highly with the reputational rank of departments, especially when one considers that the ranks were determined some 6 years prior to the 1975 SSCI data of our study. One possible hypothesis to account for this high correlations may be that when one rates a department, one attempts to think of the highly cited, "visible" members of the department and then rates the department according to the number of such individuals who can be retrieved from memory. This would explain, for example, why the University of Michigan receives such high Measure 1 1. Faculty size (n = 180) 1.00 2. Total citations (« = 180) 3. Mean citations (n = 180) 4. Median citations (n = 180) 5. Total publications (n = 180) 6. Mean publications (n = 180) 7. Roose & Andersen (1970) ratings (n -73) 8. Cox & Catt (1977) total publications (n = 49) 9. Cox & Catt (1977) mean publications (» = 49) ratings in polls-second in the Roose and Andersen (1970) ratings-while coming out ranked at 21 in terms of mean citations and 27,5 in terms of median citations. The University of Michigan has a large number of highly cited people (40 with more than 25 citations, 6 with more than 100 citations), but 95 members of the department have fewer than 25 citations. It seems likely that the University of Michigan receives its high ranking because it has so many well-known psychologists, despite the fact that they are scattered among many who are less well-known. Of the University of Michigan's 135 faculty, 53 had fewer than five citations in the 1975 SSCI. Thus, it may be that reputational rank is based on the number of highly cited individuals in a department, regardless of how many others there are. This would explain the high correlation between total citations and reputational rank. In some cases, our determination of faculty size was heavily influenced by including a large number of cross-appointments and adjunct appointments. Often these psychologists seemed to be clinical psychologists primarily engaged in private practice who would not be expected to have many citations, since they were not heavily engaged in scholarly research. Including a large number of these individuals, as was done with Ohio State University, the University of North Carolina, and the University of Rochester, among other institutions, can greatly pull down the mean or median number of citations. In some cases, using total citations alleviated this problem of numerous clinical adjunct professors. Of course, there were also cases in which the total number of citations of faculty in a department was greatly affected by a cross-appointment. For example, the University of Pennsylvania received 514 of its 2,033 citations for E. Goffman, whose primary appointment is in another department. Similarly, Temple University received 262 of its 618 citations for J. Wolpe, who is an adjunct professor.
One concern with the use of total citations lies in the extent to which the measure is influenced by the presence of one or two outstanding individuals. To take but some examples, at Northwestern University, D. T. Campbell contributed 47% of all citations, while the top two individuals (Campbell and Underwood) contributed 67%. At Oxford University, J. S. Bruner contributed 41%; at the New School for Social Research, L. Festinger contributed 58%; at Purdue University, B. J. Winer contributed 41%; at Northeastern Uni- versity, M. Sidman contributed 51%; and at the University of Western Ontario, A. U. Paivio contributed 37%. Even at Stanford University, A. Bandura contributed 18%, and at the University of Pennsylvania, E. Goffman, who, as mentioned, is a cross-appointment, contributed 25%. Thus at most schools, the top few individuals may account for 50% or more of the total citations.
Using the mean number of citations does not completely overcome this problem because the distribution of citations is so skewed. Since most people in a department have very few citations, the departmental mean also reflects the impact of a few highly cited individuals. The mean number of citations is especially problematic in the case of a relatively small department with one highly cited individual. This is illustrated by the case of the New School for Social Research, where L. Festinger had 350 citations in 1975. Since there are 13 faculty members listed in their catalog as members of the Department of Psychology, Festinger's presence brings the mean up from 20.8, which is still quite high, to 46.2. Thus, the mean number of citations also has its drawbacks as a measure of departmental impact.
The median number of citations circumvents the "problem" of having a few highly cited individuals in the department. A case can be made that it is the best measure, since it is impervious to these extremes and yet still correlates quite highly with reputational rank. Once again, the primary problem is that the median of some small departments may be quite high, despite the fact that their overall impact must be considered low simply because there are few faculty members.
The measures of productivity-total, mean, and median number of publications-did not correlate as highly with reputational rank as did the impact measures. However, a case can be made that the total or mean number of publications is a good estimate of the quality of a department. (Median number of citations is not a useful measure, since the amount of variation among departments is so slight. . The range for all 180 schools in our study was from 0 to less than 2.) The argument for productivity measures runs something like this: Citation measures are based on the scientific maturity of members of a department. The most highly cited individuals are older, full professors, who may not be currently active or in the forefront of new discoveries in the field. The greatest intellectual stimulation and excitement may occur in departments where there are younger people who may not be receiving large numbers of citations but who will be in future years for work currently being done. The total or mean number of publications may be one indicator, however imperfect, of this intellectual stimulation. By examining productivity measures, rather than impact measures, one may gain some idea as to which institutions are currently generating the most research. The drawback, of course, is that one cannot know whether the research is important or interesting simply by counting the number of publications. What this may imply is that there is no way to assess the quality of work being done at different graduate departments of psychology until years later. We may not be able to rank the impact of faculty members of a department in 1975 until the impact of the work can be ascertained in, say, 1995. On the other hand, as we have already noted, there is a very high positive correlation between institutions of high productivity and those of high impact, and Albert (1975) has noted that in a large number of fields (art and music, as well as science), one characteristic of the highly impactful worker (often called a "creative genius") is immense productivity.
In discussing the various measures of impact and productivity of graduate psychology departments, we have argued that while each has a certain usefulness (except median number of publications), each also has associated drawbacks. As the reader will have noticed by this point, the real difficulty is that we have no generally accepted criterion for deciding the quality of a graduate department of psychology, even if we limit ourselves only to considerations of research quality. Is a good department one with the most highly cited individuals? It is one with the greatest average impact of faculty members? Is it one with the most productive members? Presumably, all these components and others must be considered in judging the quality of a department. It should also be noted that we are not considering here other valid considerations in judging departmental quality, such as the quality of instruction and service to the community.
It seems clear from the difficulties we and others (e.g., Buss, 1976; Endler, 1977 Endler, , 1978 have raised regarding the use of citation and publication counts that one must view their use with caution and judgment. For example, by most measures of impact, the psychology department at Stanford University emerges as extremely distinguished. However, it is not the most desirable department in which to pursue graduate study in certain specialties in psychology, such as clinical or organizational-industrial psychology. It would be a very interesting undertaking, but one quite beyond the scope of this article, to provide impact and productivity rankings for departments in content specialties (developmental, social-personality, animal behavior, cognitive, etc.) .
The results of the present study agree with those of others (Endler, 1977; Rushton & Endler, 1977) in showing that the work of a very small number of psychologists is responsible for most of the citations in psychology. Of the 4,070 psychologists at the top 100 departments listed in Table 1 , only 707 (17%) received 25 or more citations, and only 135 (3%) received 100 or more citations. These percentages would of course be much lower were we to include all 180 departments of psychology rather than just the top 100. In a citation analysis of all the university departments in the United Kingdom, Rushton and Endler (1977) reported that nearly 50% of citations accrued to the two leading departments and that the top three individuals were responsible for 20% of all citations received by British psychologists. One inference to be drawn from figures such as these is that a very small number of psychologists is responsible for progress made in the field.
Eighteen of the top 100 departments of psychology listed in Table 1 (Endler, 1977; Rushton & Endler, 1977) . Thus, it is the United States that is having the greatest impact on contemporary psychology. It might well be, however, that this impact is partly due to the multiplier effect of quantity on quality. The number of "superstars" in Table 2 E. Broadbent, A. Freud, and M. Argyle. In some ways, however, such comparisons are invidious; they are, in addition, much complicated by the movement of individuals across national borders. For example, Bruner, now at Oxford University, was originally at Harvard University, and Craik, now at the University of Toronto, was originally at the University of London. Another complicating factor in such cross-national comparisons is that while all 35 graduate departments of psychology in Canada were evaluated, as were all 45 in the United Kingdom, only 100 departments in the United States were out of more than 400 possible ones (American Psychological Association, 1974) . Of these, however, only 206 grant PhDs (Kiesler, Note 2) . If all United States graduate departments had been evaluated, the percentage of United States institutions listed might have been even higher. It may well be that some departments that would have been ranked in the top 100 in terms of total citations or other measures were inadvertently omitted from our study. Unfortunately, the effort necessary to provide citation and publication analyses on all graduate departments in the United States was prohibitive, and we had to select only those departments that seemed the most likely candidates for high productivity or impact. Our primary sources were the Roose and Andersen (1970) study of reputational rank and the Cox and Catt (1977) study of productivity.
The measures of scientific impact of psychology departments in our study correlated quite highly with the reputational ranks Roose and Andersen (1970) obtained on 76 United States departments. However, our results show that a number of departments in the United States were omitted from the Roose and Andersen (1970) study. Twelve United States schools that were included in our top 82 schools in terms of total citations were not included in Roose and Andersen's study: the City University of New York, the State University of New York at Stony Brook, Rockefeller University, the University of California, San Diego, Temple University, the University of California, Davis, Bowling Green State University, the University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, the University of South Florida, the University of Hawaii, the University of California, Santa Barbara, and Wayne State University. Many of these departments are relatively new, and thus one could not have expected them to be included in the Roose and Andersen study, which was actually conducted in 1969. However, nine of the 76 departments in the Roose and Andersen study did not rank in our top 100 in terms of total citations: Ohio University, the University of Tennessee, the University of New Mexico, Claremont College, George Peabody College for Teachers, Iowa State University, Bryn Mawr College, the University of Nebraska, and Tulane University. Several of these departments were included in the top 100 on other measures. (We were unable to obtain faculty lists for two schools included in the Roose and Andersen study: Tufts University and Yeshiva University. The California Institute of Technology was not included, since it has only one fulltime member of the psychology department.)
Our ranking of schools in terms of total citations correlated with the Cox and Catt (1977) rank ordering in terms of total publications in APA journals over a S-year period. As can be seen from Table 4 , the correlation between our measure of total citations and their ranking by mean publications was .27. The total and mean publications as derived from the 1975 SSCI correlated .63 and .38, respectively, with the Cox and Catt (1977) total publications and .15 and .45 with Cox and Catt's mean publications. Thus, despite the radically different sampling procedures used in the two studies, and the fact that publications are a little more unstable as a measure than citations (Endler, in press) , there is some degree of commonality. It is clear from Table 4 that citations are a more stable measure in terms of (a) loadings on Roose and Andersen (1970) ratings and (b) intercorrelations with other citation measures based on means and medians.
It seems that citation counts are potentially extremely useful in providing an objective of the impact of work of both individual faculty members and of departments. As has been recognized elsewhere, citation counts are highly correlated with many measures of quality (Cole & Cole, 1971; Endler, in press; Garfield, 1977a Garfield, , 1977b Garfield, , 1977c Myers, 1970; Wade, 1975) . It should, of course, be remembered that research is only one facet of a faculty member's impact and that many academic psychologists and departments make important contributions to their profession and community in terms of teaching, administration, and applied work.
Since going to press, it has been announced that Herbert A. Simon, professor 
